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Executive Summary  
 
This report presents general findings from an endline survey carried out during May 2015 in 
Jugada, Budhiganga, Attichaur and Gudukhati Village Development Committees (VDCs) in Bajura 
District.  A total of 320 households were surveyed, a total of 80 per VDC.   Two of the VDCs—Jugada 
and Budhiganga—received capacity-building interventions for 16 months concerning climate-
change adaptation, poverty reduction, and other aspects of well-being, while two VDCs—Attichaur 
and Gudukhati—were their “paired controls,” respectively, that did not receive interventions. The 
interventions were largely delivered as informal educational or training modules.        
 
The endline survey was thus conducted to assess impacts of the capacity-building interventions by 
comparing findings between the intervention and control communities. The endline survey was 
carried out using a household survey instrument and male and female household heads were 
interviewed using a semi-structured questionnaire. Data were entered using CSPro 6.0 Version and 
cleaned and analyzed in SPSS 22.0 Version. 
 
Results indicated that the effects of the educational and training interventions were dramatic. 
Residents that received the capacity-building investments reported improving trends in awareness, 
skill development, and knowledge pertaining to climate-change adaptation and risk management 
when compared to their peers in adjacent control communities. This reportedly promotes the 
ability of households to better recover from future environmental or economic shocks.    
In addition, the capacity-bulding portfolio improved how communities managed water due to 
collective action involving formation of water-user groups. Production of key crops and livestock 
reportedly also was enhanced as a result of improved community attention to the management of 
inputs and other resources. Finally, the intervention communities noted that trends for improved 
food security were also positive when compared to those reported by control communities. 
It is concluded that a concentrated and relatively low-cost educational and training effort—based 
largely on community felt needs—can enhance well-being, innovation, and adaptive capacity 
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1.0 Introduction and objectives 
 
1.1 Background 
Nepal is highly vulnerable to climate change, where the majority of the rural population depend on 
climate sensitive agriculture subsistence economy (CCRA, 2012)1. Most of the rural population is 
based on a mixed farming system that includes cereal crops, vegetables, fruits and livestock, 
including poultry. Livestock is an important livelihood option in the hills and mountain regions, 
where crop production is limited by the difficult topography and inadequate access to agriculture 
resources.  
Bajura district is vulnerable to extreme weather. According to formative research conducted by HKI 
in 2012, the people of Bajura have less capacity to cope with and adapt to climate change. Similarly 
the Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) study (HKI, 2013) farmers reported experiencing extreme 
weather patterns such as floods, landslides, dry weather and droughts, erratic rainfall, increased 
crop pests and hailstorms. The production of agriculture and livestock were reported as decreasing 
and as a result poor, marginalized and landless people were more vulnerable to adversities.   
This study also revealed that small farmers were less aware about climate change adaptation 
practices and the unpredictable impact of climate change on rural livelihoods. Hence in 2013, Utah 
State University and Helen Keller International Nepal initiated an interdisciplinary experimental 
research on Improving the Resilience of Mixed Farm Systems to Pending Climate Change in Far 
Western Nepal. The main objective of the research is to assess the impact of climate change 
awareness and adaptatation interventions in Bajura.  
Based on the PRA findings, the research intervention activities were designed to expose the farmers 
with new/improved technologies, practices, knowledge, and education related to climate change 
adaptation.  For example a) improved water access through rain water harvesting (RWH) b) 
improved animal shelter c) plantation of drought resistance fodder/forage to increase the animal 
feed availability, and d) improved soil management through proper use of compost and mulching 
techniques.  
This research adopted a simple experimental design to assess the impact of climate change 
intervention activities by implementing interentins in some communities and comparing the 
percpetins of residents with those livng in adhjacent communities lacking interventions (“paired 
controls.”) Two VDCs, namely Jugada and Bhudhiganga, were selected as the intervention clusters, 
which were paired with Aitchaur and Gudukhati, respectively, as the control clusters considering 
their similar socio-cultural and geographical features. Eighty HHs were randomly selected from 
each VDC comprising a total sample size of 320 HHs. To determine the baseline values of the 
experimental population, the baseline survey was conducted to collect information on the 
demographic, agricultural/livelihoods and awareness of climate change and adaptations, in 
December, 2013.  
                                                          
1
 Source: Climate Change Risk Atlas, 2012 
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Following the same research design and sample size the end line survey was conducted to assess 
the differences/changes in the baseline values among the intervention and control population in 
May, 2015. Consideration was given to other factors such as education, migration, political changes, 
presence of other climate change projects that might affect the changes, apart from the intervention 
activities.  
1.2 Climate change awareness, adaptation, and resilience interventions 
Four VDCs--Jugada, Budhiganga, Pandusen, Dahakot—were selected for the climate change 
awareness and improved technology interventions. These VDCs were selected by considering key 
attributes such as population size, water access, food insecurity, representative mixed-farming 
system, resource stakeholders, geographical accessibility, market access, and vulnerability to 
climate change.  
PRA was conducted in these VDCs, which identified four main priority problem areas: a) shortage of 
drinking water b) declining crop production/food insufficiency, c) inadequate animal husbandry, 
and d) unemployment/lack of income sources. On the basis of the PRA findings awareness events, 
trainings and improved technologies were introduced and community groups were formed, which 
are briefly illustrated in the section below. 
1.2.1 Group formation, awareness, and capacity building trainings 
Nine agriculture and climate change groups were formed in the intervention clusters.  The groups 
were formed to initiate coordination and networking among the men and women farmers, local 
organizations, I/NGOs, and Govt. service providers. One advisory committee was also formed at the 
VDC level, which included VDC members, local leader farmers and Ward Citizen Forum (WCF) 
members to represent the groups and for maintaining coordination. These committees were also 
involved in monitoring, evaluation and community support. 
The group member selection criteria required gender and social equity and the small mixed-
farmers.  Overall, 70 percent women, 30 percent men and 30 percent Dalits were involved as the 
group members. 
1.2.2 Awareness and capacity building trainings 
I. Capacity building on climate change adaptation practices 
To build awareness among the community on climate change and appropriate adaptation practices, 
six master trainers were trained for the social mobilization as well as micro-teaching and 
development of IEC materials. In turn, they trained 73 people, 34 women and 39 men from the four 
intervetnion clusters—Jugada (12), Pandusen (21), Dahakot (20) and Budhiganga (20). The content 
of the training focused on understanding climate change and its consequences and the introduction 





II. Training on leadership, skill development, and saving and credit  
Twenty master trainers were developed from the four intervention clusters to build individual and 
community leadership capacity and increase skills among the group members. They were also 
trained in saving and credit scheme management for special needs and for use during emergencies.   
III. Training  on goat raising and marketing   
Goat raising is the most common practice among these farming families and has the best potential 
as an income opportunity in Bajura, especially among the landless and non-agricultural dependent 
population. However, there was a need to improve goat raising and marketing practices and 
training was provided to the farmers, local groups and vendors in the clusters to improve and 
promote the goat management and marketing for the district.           
IV. Processing and marketing of stinging nettle 
Stinging nettle is an excellent protein rich herb. It is widely available in the district and can be a 
lucrative income generating opportunity for the many rural households. In coordination with Small 
Cottage Industries Development Office (SCIDO), Bajura, HKI organized a seven-day training on 
processing, packaging and storage of stinging nettle powder. As a result, several of the groups have 
established a small business for processing and marketing stinging nettle. 
V. Promotion of vegetable nursery 
Vegetable nursery management was also established and promoted in Pinalekh, Jugada and a 
nursery caretaker, Mr. Bal Bahadur Kathayat, was selected by the group for training provided by 
Rural Village Water Resources Management Program (RVWRMP) and District Forest Office (DFO).  
Soon after he established a vegetable and fodder nursery for generating produce and income, 
supported other villagers to do the same by producing and selling vegetables and fruit and fodder 
saplings. 
VI. Training on improved animal management techniques 
The community groups were trained on improved animal shed management, healthy animal 
feeding practices, common animal diseases, and useful breeding techniques.  
VII. Training on crop management and vegetable cultivation 
The community groups were trained in quality seed production techniques and their importance, 
preparation of compost and its effective use, and the value of mulching for maintaining soil fertility 
and soil water conservation. Field demonstrations on vegetable cultivation were organized in each 
of the clusters the groups were trained in the construction of green-house tunnels for off-season 
vegetable production. 
VIII. Social mobilization training 
Master trainers for social mobilization were prepared and deputed to their clusters to support 
community groups fund mobilization, proposal development, advocacy for the VDC grants, and 
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practices for an active bottom-up approach. As a result NPR 20,000-24,000 grants were allocated 
by the VDC councils for implementing the climate change activities in each cluster. 
1.2.3 Improved technologies and other inputs 
I. Rain water harvesting techniques and demonstration sites 
To address the water scarcity situation in the intervention clusters, HKI introduced a roof rain 
water harvesting (RRWH) technique. Households who chose to adopt the technology were provided 
with tank construction materials, skilled manpower and transportation costs. Ten 6,000 liter and 
four 2,000 tanks were constructed in various sites at household level in Jugada, Pandusen and 
Dahakot. The construction of one underground tank was also supported in Budhiganga as an 
irrigation facility for the 12 household managing homestead gardens.  
II. Improved animal-shed  management 
To enhance the health status of farmyard animals, 35 animal-sheds improvement sites were 
supported with materials, transportation and skilled manpower costs for these households. 
III. Fruits and fodders sapling support: 
Based on the climatic variation, walnut and apple saplings and Amliso and Nepiyar fodder grasses 
were distributed to the agriculture and climate change group members. Each group member was 
expected to share 5-10 sets of fodder saplings to five neighbors over a two-year period.  
IV. Plastic tunnel houses and seeds distribution: 
Ten plastic tunnel structures were provided to establish green-house vegetable production and 
vegetables seeds were distributed to all group members for the dual purpose of increasing 
vegetable consumption among families and income generation. 
1.2.4 Networking and coordination with district government authorities 
The research project closely coordinated with the district government service providers. All the 
research interventions activities were endorsed by VDC and DDC. Regular formal meetings were 
organized with District Agriculture Development Office (DADO) and District Livestock office (DLSO) 
to develop understanding regarding the agriculture and livestock needs and available services in 
the district. As a result the VDC council has also allocated NPR 20,000-24,000 for climate change 
activities in the intervention clusters for next year. 
1.2.5 Expected outcomes from the research intervention activities 
The research intervention activities were expected to have following major results: 
 Increased awareness of climate change and its adaptation among the HHs of intervention 
clusters compared to that of the control clusters 
 Increased skills, knowledge and ability to manage risks and the future crisis among the HHs 
of intervention clusters compared to that of the control clusters 
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 Increased access to water and management of sources among the HHs of intervention 
clusters compared to that of the control clusters 
 Increased adoption of improved animal husbandry practices (breeding, feeding, housing, 
health) among the HHs of intervention clusters compared to that of the control clusters 
 Increased improved soil management practices among the HHs of intervention clusters 
compared to that of the control clusters 
 Increased involvement in income generation activities and income diversification among 
the HHs of intervention clusters compared to that of the control clusters 
 Increased awareness of the importance of livestock for food or income among the HHs of 
intervention clusters compared to that of the control clusters 
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2.0 Endline survey methodology 
 
2.1 Endline survey 
The endline survey was conducted in May, 2015. A semi-structured questionnaire was designed for 
the endline survey interviews. The interviews were conducted among the same baseline population 
in Jugada, and Budhiganga as intervention VDCs and Attichaur, and Gudukhati as their paired 
control VDCs, respectively. Climate change and adaption related awareness, capacity building, 
technologies and inputs were introduced in Jugada and Budhiganga, while Attichaur, and Gudukhati 
were control for the experimental purpose. Furthermore, three focus group discussions (FGDs) 
were conducted on crop diversification and goat marketing separately. Informed consent was 
obtained from both survey and FGD’s participants.   
2.2 Objective 
The main objective of the endline survey was to assess the impact of research intervention 
activities on climate change and adaptation by comparing the change results among the 
intervention and control populations in Bajura. 
2.3 Study district and clusters 
Bajura District is one of the most remote, poorest, 
and food-insecure districts in far western Nepal. It 
is also highly vulnerable to a changing climate, 
and drought is a frequent phenomenon. 
For the baseline survey 2013, four VDCs, Jugada, 
Budhiganga, Attichaur and Gudukhi, were selected 
for the purpose of experimental research design. 
They were paired in two experimental clusters. In 
one experimental cluster, one VDC was 
determined as an intervention cluster and paired 
with another VDC as its respective control cluster.  
VDCs with similar geography, socio-economic 
conditions and farming practices were 
experimentally paired as one intervention and 
control cluster. In consultation with experts, 
Jugada was paired with Attichaur, and Budhiganga 
was paired with Gudukhati (See Map).    
 
 
 Intervention clusters 
 Controlled clusters 
 Intervention clusters 
 Controlled clusters 
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2.4 Sampling design  
The endline survey followed the sampling design of the baseline survey. Eighty HHs were randomly 
selected from each cluster. In total 320 HHs were surveyed, of which 160 HHs were in the 
intervention cluster and 160 HHs were in the control clusters (See Table 1).  
Table 1: Intervention and control clusters 
 
 
The HHs were randomly selected from previous ward level HHs list prepared during the baseline 
survey. Lottery method was used to identify the HHs for the survey interviews, after numbering the 
HHs list of the ward.            
Field enumerators approached the household heads of the selected sample HH. Before the 
beginning the interview, a signed informed consent form was obtained from the respondents. In the 
case of missing cases, the HH were replaced by another HH that was randomly selected.  The rate of 
missing HHs was less than one percent. 
2.5 Data collection tool 
A semi-structured survey questionnaire was designed and administered for 320 HH interviews.  
The questions were basically designed to assess the changes in awareness, knowledge and skills, 
income generation, and practices in the agriculture, livestock, and climate change adaptation and 
resilience among the experimental population. All questions were closed ended with their 
responses ranged in increase, stable and decrease of their experiential attributes. And their follow 
up questions were designed as open ended questions to record the reasons and explanation of their 
responses.  A copy of the HH survey questionnaire form is provided in Annex A.   
Table 2: FGD and number of participants 
Location No. of Participants Total No. of 
Participants Male Female 
Nuwakot      9       8 17 
Pinalake      3      13 16 
Martadi      5       1 6 
 
Besides the HH survey, three focus group discussions (FGD) were conducted among the farmers 
and vendors to assess the potential market opportunities through goat raising and crop 
diversification. Two open-ended FGD checklists were developed separately for goat raising and 









 80 HHs  80 HHs  80 HHs  80 HHs 
Total: 160 HHs Total: 160 HHs 
Total sample HHs: 320 HHs 
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crop diversification. Two FGDs were conducted in Jugada, where the majority of the participants 
were local women. While in Martadi, the FGD was conducted among individuals who were engaged 
in buying and selling goats and goat meat. Table 2 shows the location and number of FGD 
participants.  
2.6 Enumerator training 
Eleven local enumerators were hired by HKI on the basis of their experience in data collection and 
exposure to the project activities.  Two day training and field practice was organized to familiarize 
enumerators on the objective of the research project, consent forms, survey tools and techniques of 
data collection in Jugada VDC. The enumerators were also regularly coached and guided during the 
field practice session to ensure quality data collection. The training sessions and coaching of 
enumerators were facilitated by Sanoj Tulachan, Divakara Duwal and Meghana Dhungana from HKI.   
Annex B presents the detailed schedule of training and data collection.    
2.7 Data collection  
A plan for the data collection was developed at the end of training. Enumerators were given the 
responsibility of reporting field issues to their respective field supervisors during the data 
collection and the field supervisors were trained on their role to ensure the reliability of data and 
correction of data errors. HKI team was responsible for ensuring the overall data collection process 
was followed and data quality. Data collection was conducted jointly in Jugada and Attichaur 
clusters, while for the Budhiganga and Gudukhati data collection was done by splitting in two 
groups.  The data collection was completed in May 2015. 
2.8 Data management and analysis 
Data quality check, coding, entry, cleaning and analysis was managed by Bishnu Dulal, data analysis 
and management manager for HKI. Before data entry, the M&E team reviewed a 10 percent sample 
of the completed questionnaires and developed preliminary codes for the open-ended answers 
from respondents. Two data coders were hired and trained to edit and categorize the qualitative 
information and conduct coding accurately under the respective codes. After training a data entry 
person, the data were finally entered in CSPro 6.0 Version database designed by Dulal.  
To ensure consistency and accuracy of the data entry data quality checks and controls were 
designed in the entry template and five percent batch sample entries were randomly checked for 
invalid entries. Then CSPro dataset was transferred into SPSS 22.0 Version for data cleaning and 
labelling.  In the case of invalid entries they were verified by revisiting the hard copies. For the 
internal validity of the data, cross validation was performed among the variables after the 
frequency run. 
For data analysis and tabulation, a data analysis plan was developed by the M&E team. On the basis 
of the plan a descriptive analysis of variables and percentages were developed and the mean 
percentage comparison between the intervention and control clusters was done by further 
breaking down into individual clusters. For FGD, the open-ended responses under each question 
were compiled and listed down under three sites in the tabular form. Key areas of responses were 
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identified and similar responses were grouped into one. These findings were related to the relevant 
information of the HH survey. 
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3.0 Household characteristics and community 
participation 
 
3.1 Household characteristics 
The basic household characteristics in the endline survey were similar to the baseline survey 
population as most respondents were the same. In the endline survey, an average of 81 percent 
HHs from the Intervention cluster and 74 percent HHs from the Control cluster were from the 
baseline survey (See Table 3). Baseline survey data for the age of respondents (18 years or above), 
average family size (7-8 per HH), livelihood (agriculture) as well as demographic and socio-
economic status were not anticipated to show substantial change over the one-year intervention 
period. 














Participants of baseline survey       
Yes 87.5% 66.3% 73.8% 82.5% 80.6% 74.4% 
No 12.5% 33.8% 26.3% 17.5% 19.4% 25.6% 
Total (%) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
 
3.1.1 Household head by gender    
The majority of the respondents were male heads of household. Of the total respondents, 63 
percent and 61 percent were male heads of household in the intervention and control clusters, 
respectively.  Female heads of household were 34 percent in the intervention cluster and 36 
percent in the control cluster. Households with both male and female heads were three percent in 
both clusters. In both clusters, the proportion of male, female and both male and female heads were 
similar, providing valid grounds for the comparative statistical analysis between the intervention 
and control clusters.   
Figure 1: Household heads by gender
                  










Male headed Female headed Both male & female headed
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Figure 2 shows the comparison of HH heads by gender between the intervention and control 
clusters.  The baseline survey had similar participation by gender (61 percent male, 36 percent 
female and 13 percent both male and female).  
3.1.2 Household head by ethnicity/caste 
Chhetri, Dalits and Brahmin were the main 
respondents in both intervention and control 
clusters. In both clusters, Chhetris were the main 
respondents, which was on average 84 percent 
for the intervention cluster and 81 percent for 
the control cluster.   
Similarly, Dalits were 58 percent for the 
intervention cluster and 63 percent for the 
control cluster. While the participation of 
Brahmins in the survey was eight and six 
percent for the intervention and control clusters, 
respectively.  
 
3.2 Household participation in the research project 
3.2.1 Participation in the awareness and capacity building trainings: 
In the intervention clusters, most of respondents 
or their family members had participated in one 
or more awareness and capacity building 
trainings on climate change preparedness and 
adaptation. On average, 96 percent of the 
respondents or their family members were part 
of these trainings. The control clusters were 
excluded from the research activities. 
Eighty-eight and 94 percent of respondents or 
their family members had participated in the 
climate change, livestock and agriculture 
trainings in Jugada and Budhiganga, respectively.  
Similarly, an average of 85 percent had received 
training on goat raising and marketing and 78 
percent had received training on leadership, and 
savings and credit. Table 4 shows the types of 
trainings reported by the respondents and their 
families in the intervention clusters. 
 
Figure 3: Participation in awareness and 













































Fruits tree and fodder plantation 89.3% 96.2% 92.9% 
Climate change, livestock and agriculture 88.0% 93.7% 90.9% 
Goat raising and marketing  82.7% 87.3% 85.1% 
Stinging nettle processing and marketing 73.3% 91.1% 82.5% 
Leadership, saving and credit 69.3% 86.1% 77.9% 
Rain water harvesting  84.0% 67.1% 75.3% 
Social mobilization 37.3% 63.3% 50.6% 
*Percentage total may exceed 100 due to multiple responses 
3.2.2 Participation in the research inputs and support 
Seventy-eight percent HHs benefitted from the climate change research inputs and support in the 
intervention clusters. The community groups received technical support for the construction of rain 
water harvesting tanks, and improved animal sheds. The groups were also trained in the 
production and marketing of stinging nettle powder, production of vegetables, fruits and fodders, 
and greenhouse construction.  
Table 5: Types of research inputs and support 






Improved animal shed 54.8% 49.4% 51.8% 
Construction of Rainwater harvesting tank/ Water 
reservoir 
69.4% 33.8% 49.6% 
Production of stinging nettle powder 29.0% 58.4% 45.3% 
Distribution of fruit sapling and fodders 56.5% 26.0% 39.6% 
Inputs in green vegetable and fruit production 33.9% 31.2% 32.4% 
Support in greenhouse 6.5% 1.3% 3.6% 
Total N 62 77 139 
*Percentage total may exceed 100 due to multiple responses 
An average of 50 percent of HHs reported receiving some types of technical support and inputs.  
Table 5, shows the types of inputs and technical support reported by the respondents and their 
families.  
3.2.3 Participation in the mid-term 
community assessment 
HKI conducted a mid-term community assessment 
in Jugada and Dahakot in July 2014. Focus group 
discussions were conducted on a range of topics to 
assess the progress in the intervention sites.  In 
Jugada, 79 percent of respondents reported 
attending the mid-term community assessment. The 
main topics recalled by the respondents were rain 
water harvesting and improved animal shed 




Yes No Don’t know 
Figure 4: Participation in mid-term 




vegetable, fruit and fodder production, climate change and its impacts, animal husbandry and 
stinging nettle production.  
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4.0 Key findings and analysis 
 
4.1: Climate change awareness, adaptation, and resilience  
4.1.1 Awareness on climate change 
According to the baseline report, households were less aware of the concept of ‘climate change’. 
Eighty-two percent and 73 percent respondents reported unusual changes in the weather and 
environment in the intervention and control clusters, respectively. However, very few respondents 
could relate this to climate change. 
In the endline survey, 98 percent of respondents in the intervention clusters reported increased 
awareness of climate change as permanent, while in the control clusters, 53 percent of respondents 
reported their awareness increased and 46 percent reported ‘no change’ in their awareness of 
climate change. 
Figure 5: Awareness of permanent climate change  
 
Most of the respondents attributed their experiences of unusual changes in the environment to 
increased awareness. They expressed experiencing an increase in temperature, irregular or 
increased rainfall, hailstorms, no or less snowfall, and increased diseases and pests in animals and 
crops. Some respondents reported that they were unable to harvest their crop on time due to the 
change in the weather pattern. 
4.1.2 Awareness on climate change adaptation  
Increased awareness on climate change adaptation was significantly higher among the respondents 
in the intervention clusters compared to the controls. Ninety-six percent of respondents in the 
intervention clusters reported raised awareness, while in the control clusters, only nine percent of 
respondents reported raised awareness and 89 percent reported ‘no change’ in their awareness on 
climate change adaptation.  















Figure 6: Awareness of climate change adaptation 
 
For climate change adaptation in the mixed farming system, most of the respondents were aware of 
the seasonal planting, drought and disease resistant seeds/crops; crop rotation, and the use of bio-
fertilizers and bio-pesticides. Similarly, they were aware of fodder plants such as broom grass and 
Napier for minimizing animal feed deficiency and preventing soil erosion.  Awareness of improved 
animal shed management and rain water harvesting techniques as well as seeking information on 
climate change adaptation from various sources were also reported. However, some respondents 
reported less awareness mainly due to low economic status, lack of information from organizations 
and lack of availability of improved seeds. 
4.1.3 Skills and knowledge on climate change – risk management 
Skills and knowledge on climate change—risk management—among the respondents of the 
intervention clusters was found to be significantly higher than the control clusters. The mean 
difference between the intervention and control clusters on reported skills and knowledge for 
managing the risks related to climate change was 79 percent. 
Figure 7: Skills and knowledge on climate change and risk management 
 
The risk management skills and knowledge in the intervention clusters increased in rain water 


























crops and improved animal sheds.  Radio, newspaper, trainings, meetings, and social institutions 
were their main sources of information.  
Nine percent of respondents in the control clusters reported an increase in their skills and 
knowledge for managing risk, which may be due to spill-over effects from the intervention clusters 
as well as their exposure to other sources of information and other climate change related 
government project such as Local Adaptation Plan for Action (LAPA). However, the majority of 
respondents from the control cluster reported ‘no change’ and few reported ‘decrease’ in their skills 
and knowledge mainly due to low economic conditions, and absence of organizational support.  
4.1.4 Household ability to recover from a future crisis 
The households’ ability to recover from a future crisis was found higher in the intervention clusters. 
Ninety percent of respondents reported an increase in their ability to recover from a future crisis in 
the intervention clusters, while in the control clusters, 16 percent of respondents reported their 
ability recover from a crisis and 79 percent reported ‘no change’ in their ability to cope with a 
future shock or crisis. 
Figure 8: Household ability to recover from a future crisis 
 
Most of the respondents reported the ability to cope with a future crisis due to an increased 
practice of saving and insurance, goat farming, and vegetable and fruit farming. Some respondents 
reported vaccination and treatment of their animals to prevent loss of livestock. While some 
reported their increased awareness and educational level as their ability to cope with future crisis.  
4.1.5 Household involvement in planning and seeking information 
Eighty-one percent of respondents were involved in planning and seeking more information in the 
intervention clusters, while only 14 percent reported doing so in the control clusters. In the control 
clusters, 76 percent of respondents reported ‘no change’ in their involvement in planning and 



































Involvement of this HH in 
planning and seeking the 
information  
Increase 81.3% 20.0% 80.0% 7.5% 80.6% 13.8% 66.8%* 
Stable 18.8% 77.5% 20.0% 92.5% 19.4% 85.0%  
Decrease 0.0% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3%  
Chi square test was performed at 95% confidence level for increase vs stable/decrease value between intervention and 
control groups, (Where, *=P<0.05, I=Intervention group and C=control group).  
Information was mainly sought from agencies working in disaster management, the District 
Agriculture Development Office (DADO) and the District Livestock Office (DLSO), as well as through 
community trainings and discussions, local technician/resource persons, radio and newspaper. 
Farmer to farmer sharing was also reported.   
4.1.6 Community support for solving community problems 
The community support for solving community problems was significantly higher in all clusters, 
however, a mean difference of 19 percent was observed between the intervention and control 
clusters. This indicates growing community cohesiveness and decision-making in both clusters. 
















The level of community 
support for solving community 
problems together  
Increase 92.5% 73.8% 98.8% 78.8% 95.6% 76.3% 19.3%* 
Stable 7.5% 25.0% 1.3% 20.0% 4.4% 22.5%  
Decrease 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 1.3%  
Chi square test was performed at 95% confidence level for increase vs stable/decrease value between intervention and 
control groups, (Where, *=P<0.05, I=Intervention group and C=control group).  
The communities were found to work together and support their fellow villagers in agriculture, 
social and religious events e.g. death, marriage and illness, building roads, houses and temples, 
conservation of natural resources, and in emergencies. They reported forming social, consumer and 
conservation groups to bring the community together for solving shared problems. 
4.2: Household economic opportunities and diversification  
4.2.1 Household income generation 
The involvement of HHs in on-farm income generation activities was greater than off-farm income 
generation activities. Seventy-nine percent HHs in the intervention and 11 percent in the control 
clusters reported an increase in their on-farm income. Similarly, 63 percent HHs in the intervention 
and 41 percent in the control clusters reported an increase in their off-farm income. However, the 
off-farm income was found more stable and relatively low in Budhiganga.  Total annual cash income 




















The involvement of HH in on-
farm income generation  
Increase 75.0% 12.5% 82.5% 8.8% 78.8% 10.6% 68.2%* 
Stable 21.3% 72.5% 11.3% 75.0% 16.3% 73.8%  
Decrease 3.8% 15.0% 6.3% 16.3% 5.0% 15.6%  
The involvement of HH in off-
farm income generation  
Increase 82.5% 40.0% 42.5% 42.5% 62.5% 41.3% 21.2%* 
Stable 17.5% 56.3% 55.0% 56.3% 36.3% 56.3%  
Decrease 0.0% 3.8% 2.5% 1.3% 1.3% 2.5%  
Total annual cash income 
Increase 77.5% 28.8% 92.5% 22.5% 85.0% 25.6% 59.4%* 
Stable 17.5% 58.8% 7.5% 76.3% 12.5% 67.5%  
Decrease 5.0% 12.5% 0.0% 1.3% 2.5% 6.9%  
Chi square test was performed at 95% confidence level for increase vs stable/decrease value between intervention and 
control groups, (Where, *=P<0.05, I=Intervention group and C=control group). 
The main source of on-farm income was animal husbandry (selling goats and buffalos and dairy 
products), followed by selling of vegetables, fruits and saplings, whereas daily wage labor, foreign 
remittances, being in service and working with NGOs contributed to the off-farm income.  Some 
HHs reported a decrease in the annual income due to poor economic conditions, inadequate 
availability of animal feed, increased animal disease, degradation of soil quality, increased 
population, and household expenses. 
4.2.2  Saving and credit opportunities  
The HH access to savings and credit opportunities was 41 percent higher in the intervention 
clusters compared with the control.  Eighty-eight percent of respondents in Jugada and 91 percent 
in Budhiganga reported an increase in their access to savings and credit opportunities due to 
personal and institutional saving practices and an increase in low-interest loan opportunities. They 
were reportedly practicing personal saving and having savings in their community groups, 
government schemes e.g. Poverty Alleviation Fund, and in insurance. In Jugada, the respondents 
were saving in the agriculture, livestock and climate change groups formed under the research 
project.  
















Access to savings and credit 
opportunities: 
Increase 87.5% 58.8% 91.3% 36.3% 89.4% 47.5% 41.9%* 
Stable 8.8% 38.8% 8.8% 62.5% 8.8% 50.6%  
Decrease 3.8% 2.5% 0.0% 1.3% 1.9% 1.9%  
Trend of HHs cash savings  
Increase 80.0% 35.0% 91.3% 16.3% 85.6% 25.6% 60.0%* 
Stable 18.8% 55.0% 8.8% 83.8% 13.8% 69.4%  
Decrease 1.3% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 5.0%  
Chi square test was performed at 95% confidence level for increase vs stable/decrease value between intervention and 
control groups, (Where, *=P<0.05, I=Intervention group and C=control group).  
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Eighty-six percent HHs reported an increase in their cash saving practices in the intervention 
clusters, compared with 26 percent in the control clusters.  The sources of cash savings were mainly 
from skilled labor, the sale of animals and animal products and the sale of fruits and vegetables. In 
the control clusters, ‘no change’ in the cash saving was reported by 55 percent of respondents in 
Attichaur and 84 percent in Gudukhati. 
4.2.3 Income diversification  
Seventy-nine percent HHs reported an increase in their income diversification in the intervention 
clusters, compared to 29 percent in the control clusters. Animal husbandry, manual and skilled 
labor, sale of seasonal fruits and vegetables and foreign employment were among the reasons given 
for diverse income. In the control clusters, 60 percent HHs in Attichaur and 71 percent in Gudukhati 
reported ‘no change’ in their income diversification. 
HH asset diversification was relatively low in the intervention clusters. Forty-four percent HHs in 
Jugada and 30 percent in Budhiganga reported an increase in their asset diversification. Reported 
reasons for diversification included purchase of land, construction or purchase of houses, savings in 
the bank and cooperatives. 
















Trend of  HH income 
diversification (cash plus 
subsistence food production)  
Increase 77.5% 35.0% 81.3% 23.8% 79.4% 29.4% 50.0%* 
Stable 17.5% 60.0% 17.5% 71.3% 17.5% 65.6%  
Decrease 5.0% 5.0% 1.3% 5.0% 3.1% 5.0%  
Trend  of  HH asset 
diversification (livestock, land, 
house, trees, personal effects : 
Increase 43.8% 3.8% 30.0% 6.3% 36.9% 5.0% 31.9%* 
Stable 53.8% 82.5% 65.0% 85.0% 59.4% 83.8%  
Decrease 2.5% 13.8% 5.0% 8.8% 3.8% 11.3%  
Chi square test was performed at 95% confidence level for increase vs stable/decrease value between intervention and 
control groups, (Where, *=P<0.05, I=Intervention group and C=control group).  
‘No change’ in asset diversification was reported by the majority of respondents in all clusters. 
Eighty-four percent HHs in the control clusters and 59 percent in intervention clusters reported ‘no 
change’ in their asset status. 
4.3: Water access and management   
4.3.1 Access to water 
Community access to water increased in all clusters, except Gudukhati. Ninety percent of HHs in 
Budhiganga and 78 percent HHs in Jugada reported an increase in their access to water, compared 
with 53 percent in Attichaur and 16 percent in Gudukhati. A reported increase in water access was 
mainly due to the installation of taps, adoption of rain water harvesting techniques, reforestation 
for the water conservation, construction/reconstruction of water tanks or reservoirs, and fencing of 
water sources.  Some respondents reported a raise in water levels at the water source and that 
support was received from organizations.  
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Figure 9: Access to water 
 
However, in the control clusters, 56 percent HHs in Gudukhati and 26 percent in Attichaur reported 
a decrease in their access to water because of drought, drying of water sources, damaged water 
sources and pipelines, deforestation etc. 
4.3.2 Water management 
Ninety-three percent of HHs reported their improved management of the community water points 
in the intervention clusters, while in the control cluster, 71 percent HHs in Attichaur and 30 percent 
in Gudukhati reported being involved in improved management of their water sources. The main 
efforts for improving water source management were cleaning and controlling water pollution, 
fencing of water sources, security of water sources and its pipelines, construction of water tanks 
and their maintenance, installation of taps, and formation of water user groups.   
















Efforts for better management 
of  community water points  
Increase 90.0% 71.3% 95.0% 30.0% 92.5% 50.6% 41.9%* 
Stable 8.8% 25.0% 5.0% 60.0% 6.9% 42.5%  
Decrease 1.3% 3.8% 0.0% 10.0% 0.6% 6.9%  
Chi square test was performed at 95% confidence level for increase vs stable/decrease value between intervention and 
control groups, (Where, *=P<0.05, I=Intervention group and C=control group).  
However, in Gudukhati, 60 percent HHs reported ‘no change’ and 10 percent reported a decrease in 
their efforts to manage their water sources.  
4.3.3 Frequency of hand-washing 
The frequency of hand-washing was higher in all clusters. There was no significant difference in the 




Jugada 77.50% 15.00% 7.50%
Aatichaur 52.50% 21.30% 26.30%
Budiganga 90.00% 6.30% 3.80%
Gudukhati 16.30% 27.50% 56.30%
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Figure 10: Hand washing practices at the household level 
 
Most of the respondents reported that their handwashing practice increased due to awareness 
raising by organizations working on the ‘open defecation free’ campaign, on the news, radio, 
schools etc. The handwashing was mainly done before meals and after using the toilet and handling 
manure. 
4.4: Agriculture, livestock farming, and food security   
4.4.1 Crop, vegetable, and fruit tree production 
The trend of growing crops, vegetables and fodder/fruit trees by households was found higher in 
the intervention clusters. Fifty-nine percent and 69 percent HHs reported an increased trend in 
production on non-irrigated and irrigated terraces, respectively. The reasons for increased 
production were mainly due to irrigation facilities, available from rainwater harvesting, drip 
irrigation, tap water, gray water, and building of ponds. Other reasons given were use of organic 
manure, bio-pesticides, improved and disease resistant seeds and retaining soil fertility.  
















Trend of crops grown on non-
irrigated terraces (all grains, 
green vegetables, etc.)  
Increase 52.5% 21.3% 65.0% 17.5% 58.8% 19.4% 39.4%* 
Stable 38.8% 66.3% 20.0% 72.5% 29.4% 69.4%  
Decrease 8.8% 12.5% 15.0% 10.0% 11.9% 11.3%  
Trend of crops grown on 
irrigated terraces (all grains, 
green vegetables, etc.)  
Increase 68.8% 26.3% 70.0% 15.0% 69.4% 20.6% 48.8%* 
Stable 30.0% 66.3% 27.5% 78.8% 28.8% 72.5%  
Decrease 1.3% 7.5% 2.5% 6.3% 1.9% 6.9%  
Fruit trees grown on all sites  
Increase 88.8% 31.3% 97.5% 31.3% 93.1% 31.3% 61.8%* 
Stable 11.3% 66.3% 2.5% 68.8% 6.9% 67.5%  
Decrease 0.0% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3%  
Chi square test was performed at 95% confidence level for increase vs stable/decrease value between intervention and 
control groups, (Where, *=P<0.05, I=Intervention group and C=control group).  
Increase Stable Decrease
Jugada 100.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Aatichaur 97.50% 2.50% 0.00%
Budiganga 100.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Gudukhati 98.80% 1.30% 0.00%
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Ninety-three percent of HHs reported an increase in fodder production for their livestock and as 
well as an increase in their awareness on the importance of fodders. An increase in fruit tree 
production was reportedly for household consumption and income generation (sale of fruits and 
fruit juice).   
In the control clusters, the majority of HHs reported ‘no change’ in the trend of growing crops, 
vegetables and fodder/fruit trees.  Some HHs reported a ‘decrease’ in their production due to water 
scarcity, drought, hailstorms, lack of seeds and manure, and a decrease in soil productivity, 
especially on the non-irrigated land.  
There was also an identified potential for cash crops. During the focus group discussions (FGD) the 
major cash crops reported were walnuts, plums, cauliflower, maize, potatoes, soybeans and ginger. 
Many participants raised the need for market outlets for their products such as potatoes, turmeric, 
plums, oranges and honey. The respondents expressed the need for access to larger market outlets 
because the small-scale local markets have low absorptive capacity (FGD, 2015).   
4.4.2 Soil management practice 
The majority of HHs in the intervention clusters reported practicing improved soil management 
techniques on both irrigated and non-irrigated land. In Budhiganga the practice of improved soil 
management the highest of all clusters, with 79 percent for the irrigated land and 71 percent for the 
non-irrigated land.  
















Improve soil management 
practices on the irrigated 
terraces  
Increase 62.5% 37.5% 78.8% 32.5% 70.6% 35.0% 35.6%* 
Stable 33.8% 55.0% 20.0% 57.5% 26.9% 56.3%  
Decrease 3.8% 7.5% 1.3% 10.0% 2.5% 8.8%  
Improve soil management 
practices on the non-irrigated 
terraces  
Increase 56.3% 18.8% 71.3% 8.8% 63.8% 13.8% 50.0%* 
Stable 40.0% 75.0% 25.0% 85.0% 32.5% 80.0%  
Decrease 3.8% 6.3% 3.8% 6.3% 3.8% 6.3%  
Chi square test was performed at 95% confidence level for increase vs stable/decrease value between intervention and 
control groups, (Where, *=P<0.05, I=Intervention group and C=control group).  
The use of organic manure was the main reason given for the improved soil management practices, 
while some HHs reported plantation of fodder grasses and trees on the slopes to minimize soil loss 
and maintain fertility.  In contrast, ‘no change’ in the soil management practice was 80 percent for 
the irrigated land and 56 percent for the non-irrigated land in the control clusters.  
4.4.3 Livestock farming and marketing 
The adoption of animal husbandry had reportedly increased in 61 percent of HHs in the 
intervention clusters and 8 percent of HHs in the control clusters. Animal husbandry was the main 





 The increased availability of fodders and grassland reportedly made it easier for the farmers to 
raise their animals, especially goats, for quick income. 
While 66 percent of HHs in the control cluster and 23 percent in the intervention clusters reported 
‘no change’ in the adoption of animal husbandry practices, 26 percent and 16 percent HHs in the 
control and intervention clusters respectively reported a ‘decrease’ in the trend in the animal 
husbandry due to lack of grazing land, disease in livestock and lack of manpower to look after them. 
















Adaption of animal husbandry 
(breeding, feeding, housing, 
health) practices on  HH 
Increase 65.0% 11.3% 56.3% 3.8% 60.6% 7.5% 53.1%* 
Stable 25.0% 68.8% 21.3% 63.8% 23.1% 66.3%  
Decrease 10.0% 20.0% 22.5% 32.5% 16.3% 26.3%  
Involvement of the HH in 
commercialized livestock 
activities  
Increase 56.3% 8.8% 63.8% 2.5% 60.0% 5.6% 54.4%* 
Stable 35.0% 70.0% 20.0% 82.5% 27.5% 76.3%  
Decrease 8.8% 21.3% 16.3% 15.0% 12.5% 18.1%  
Chi square test was performed at 95% confidence level for increase vs stable/decrease value between intervention and 
control groups, (Where, *=P<0.05, I=Intervention group and C=control group).  
Regarding the commercialized livestock activities, especially goats, 60 percent of HHs in the 
intervention clusters reported an increase in their commercial involvement because of the potential 
profit and an increase in the demand for meat in the market.  
According to FGD there is a growing demand for goats and goat meat, especially during  festivals 
and special social events. The rate of goat meat per k.g. ranges from NRs. 350 – NRs 500. 
Respondents reported potential production sites for goats in Bajura’s higher altitude. However, the 
systematic management of goat markets is still a challenge in the district.  For example, one reason 
given was that people did not like to buy frozen meat from shops so vendors were not buying from 
local producers (FGD, 2015). 
While 76 percent of control HHs and 28 percent of intervention HHs reported ‘no change’ in their 
involvement, a few HHs reported a ‘decrease’ in their involvement in livestock marketing, mainly 
because of a lack of man power and grazing land. 
4.4.4 Food and economic security 
I.  Household preference for food and income 
For food and income, HHs reported preferring livestock above crops. Eighty-three percent in Jugada 
and 63 percent in Budhiganga reported an increase in their preference for livestock because they 
provide faster and higher income, provide an easier and more reliable business that can be started 
with low investment, can be cashed at the time of need, have greater nutritious value, can be used 





Figure 11: Household preferences for livestock 
 
For 76 percent HHs in the control and 24 percent in the intervention clusters, their preference had 
not changed; and some HHs reported a decrease in their preference for livestock. 
II. Food security 
Sixty-seven percent HHs in the intervention and 10 percent in the control clusters reported an 
increase in their access to food. Their access to food increased mainly due to the use of improved 
seeds, organic manure, availability of food markets, increased income, use of their own land for 
production, irrigation, use of rain water, and use of bio-pesticides. Some HHs in Jugada reported 
building green-house tunnels, their increased technical knowledge in animal husbandry, and 
vegetable and fruit farming, had contributed to their HH food security.    
Figure 12: Trend of household food security  
 
However, 28 percent of HHs in the intervention and 42 percent of HHs in the control cluster 
reported ‘no change’ in their food security status, while 36 percent HHs in Attichaur and 60 percent 
in Gudukhati reported a ‘decrease’ in their food access mainly due to lack of irrigation, lack of 
cultivation land, unfavorable weather patterns, lack of improved seeds, decrease in soil fertility, 












































5.0 Summary and conclusion 
The endline survey findings conclude that awareness, skills and knowledge, as well as an ability to 
prepare for and adapt to the changing climate were significant in the intervention clusters. The 
majority of respondents participated in the baseline survey and were exposed to the research 
intervention activities over the following year. The survey results were based on human 
perceptions and experiences, which changed overtime due to the internal factors of 
influence.  Other external factors such as education, exposure to other programs and sources of 
information could also be influential. 
In the intervention clusters, the majority of small mixed farmers expressed their awareness of 
climate change as permanent. Although their understanding was minimal at baseline, they could 
explain the effects of climate change. Similarly, awareness about appropriate climate change 
adaptations increased by 96 percent. The respondents were aware about the use of improved 
drought and disease resistant seeds, improved animal shed management, rain water harvesting 
techniques and the benefits of planting fodder on terrace slopes, as well as other ways to help them 
adapt to climate change. The majority of farmers acquired knowledge and skills on climate change-
risk management and felt that they had an increased ability to recover from the future shocks and 
most of them knew where and how to seek information from agencies working on disaster risk 
reduction—government, nongovernment, the private sector and the media—to better prepare for 
adversities brought on by climate change.  
The total annual cash income by household and income diversification, mostly from on-farm and 
off-farm income generation activities, was significantly higher among the farmers who were 
exposed to the research activities. Overall, household savings and credit opportunities and cash 
savings were higher in the intervention clusters. 
Community access to water increased mainly due to the installation of taps, rain water harvesting, 
water conservation and the construction of water reservoirs. However, water scarcity was still a 
major problem in some areas of both intervention and control clusters. Despite this, the 
communities were conserving their water at source by constructing reservoirs, fencing water 
sources and controlling water pollution, mainly through the formation of water user groups. 
Crops, vegetables, and fruit production increased in the intervention clusters. The main reasons 
given were use of improved methods and technologies, increased irrigation facilities and improved 
soil management practices. The increase in livestock production was mainly due to an increase in 
the number of goats and the sale of goats was the major source of cash income. Hence, livestock, 
especially goats, were the preferred source of income. In fact, there is an increasing demand for 
goats, and some upper hills areas of Bajura have the potential for growth in production. However, 
the lack of market outlets, lack of grazing land and animal diseases are still major challenges.  
Food security reportedly increased among the majority of farmers in the intervention clusters, 
which they said was due to an increase in their agriculture production, the use of improved seeds, 
increased access to food in the market, cash income and income diversification, irrigation facilities, 
etc. It should be noted that some areas reported a decrease in food access due to a variety of factors 
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Endline survey questionnaire  
Improving the Resilience of Mixed-Farm Systems to Pending Climate Change 
Endline Household Survey Questionnaire 
Bajura, 2015 
Informed Consent Form 
Namaste my name is …… I have come from Kathmandu as a representative from Helen Keller 
International to conduct the household survey. Helen Keller wants to know your thoughts on the 
agriculture, livestock and climate change research activities ongoing in your village. Our talk will 
take approximately an hour. 
Approximately 14/15 months ago Helen Keller International had conducted similar baseline 
survey. In the second phase we are about to conduct the end-line survey with you all. The main 
objective of this survey is to understand the changes that has occurred in household regarding 
agriculture, livestock and climate change activities during this period.  
The information provided by you shall be kept confidential and no information revealing your 
household’s identity shall be published. Though you will not be provided any direct incentive, we 
hope that the information we collect during the survey will beneficial to the people working in the 
field of agriculture, livestock and climate change. The survey will be conducted with your consent 
and you are not liable to answer any questions which are uncomfortable to you. The information 
provided by you shall not be used elsewhere except to fulfill the objective of the study. 
Do you agree to participate in the survey? 
1. Yes 
2. No ( Do not continue with the survey) 
  
Participant’s Signature ……………………………………………….. 
 
Date ………………………………………………………………..  
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VDC/ Cluster Name    
2 
Ward No. :    
3 
Village/ Street Name:    
4 Survey Group: Intervention Group    1                
Control Group 2 
 
5     
6 Participant’s in Interview Household head male only 1  
    Household head female only                                       2  
  Household head male and 
female both 3 
 
7 Did you participate in Baseline survey?                                          Yes   1  
                                            No 2  
8 Household Head’s Name/Surname 
 
   
 
9 Household Head’s Caste/Ethnicity 
   
 
 
Part 2: Participation in the program 











9 Did you or any member from your household 
participate in the mid-term evaluation of the 
program conducted during last June/July? Yes 1 
 
  No 2 Q. No. 11 
  Don’t Know 3  
10 What kind of discussion did you participate in 















11 Did you or your family member participate in 
any of the training or awareness activities 
conducted by the program? 
 Yes 1 
 
  No 2 Q. No. 13 
  Don’t Know 3  
12 Did you or your family member participate in 
any of the training or awareness activities 
Yes No  
 a) Leadership, credit and saving related 1 2  
 b) Climate Change, Livestock and agriculture 
related 
1 2  
 c) Fruits and forage and fodders related 1 2  
 d) Nettle powder making related  1 2  
 e) livestock raising and marketing related 1 2  
 f) Social mobilization related 1 2  
 g) Rain water collection related 1 2  
13 Did you or your family member participate in 
any of the project intervention activities 
implemented by the program like rainwater 
collection, forage, fodders and fruit saplings, 
improvised animal shed etc.? Yes 1 
 
  No 2 Q. No. 15 
  Don’t Know 3  
14 Please mention in which activities did you 
participate 
 











Part 3: Scenario during Baseline Survey and Present 
Now I am going to make some comparison between your household’s condition during the baseline 












15 Has the knowledge about permanent climate change 
increased, remained same or decreased in your 
household at present? Increase  1 
 




  Decrease 3  
16 Why and how has permanent climate change related 




17 Has the awareness on how to adapt to climate 
change increased, remained same or decreased in 
your household?  Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
19 
  Decrease 3  
18 Why and how has information regarding how to adapt 





19 Has the knowledge and skills concerning their ability to 
manage risk related to climate change increased, 
remained same or decreased in your household? 
Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
21 
  Decrease 3  
20 Why and how has knowledge and skills concerning 
their ability to manage risk related to climate change 

















21 Has the capacity to manage future risk 
increased/decreased or remained same in your 
household? 
Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
23 
  Decrease 3  
22 Why and how has the capacity to manage future risk 
increased/decreased, give some examples 
  
  
23  Increase  1  
 Has your household’s habit to make plans or to collect 
information in order to well manage the future risks 




  Decrease 3  
24 Why and how has your household’s habit to make plans 
or collect information in order to well manage the 
future risks increased/decreased, give some examples? 
  
  
25  Increase  1  
 Has the role of the community members to work 
together to solve the community problem increased, 




  Decrease 3  
26 Why and how has the role of the community members 




27  Increase  1  
 Has your household’s income from involvement in the 
off-farm activities increased, remained same or 
decreased? 




  Decrease 3  
28 Why and how has your household’s involvement in such 


















29  Increase  1  
 Has your household’s income from involvement in the 
on-farm activities increased, remained same or 
decreased? Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
31 
  Decrease 3  
30 Why and how has your household’s involvement in such 




31 Has your household’s annual cash income increased, 
remained same or decreased? Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
33 
  Decrease 3  
32 Why and how has your annual cash income 




33 Has your household’s access to savings and credit 
opportunity increased, remained same or decreased? 
Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
35 
  Decrease 3  
34 Why and how has access to savings and credit 




35 Has your household’s cash savings status increased, 
remained same or decreased? Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
37 
  Decrease 3  
36 Why and how has cash savings status 


















diversification) increased, remained same or 
decreased? 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
39 
  Decrease 3  
38 Why and how has household’s income source (income 




39 Has your household’s fixed and current assets 
increased, remained same or decreased? Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
41 
  Decrease 3  
40 Why and how has fixed and current assets 
increased/decreased, give some examples? 
  
  
41 Has your household’s praxis to grow various grains and 
green leafy vegetables in non-irrigated land increased, 
remained same or decreased? Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
43 
  Decrease 3  
42 Why and how has praxis to grow various grains and 
green leafy vegetables in non-irrigated land 
increased/decreased, give some examples? 
  
  
43 Has your household’s praxis to grow various grains and 
green leafy vegetables in irrigated land increased, 
remained same or decreased? Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
45 
  Decrease 3  
44 Why and how has praxis to grow various grains and 
green leafy vegetables in irrigated land 

















45 Has your household’s praxis to grow fodders and fruits 
increased, remained same or decreased? Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
47 
  Decrease 3  
46 Why and how has praxis to grow fodders and fruits 
increased/decreased, give some examples? 
  
  
47 Has the soil management in irrigated land by this 
household increased, remained same or decreased? Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
49 
  Decrease 3  
48 Why and how has soil management in irrigated land 
increased/ decreased, give some examples? 
  
  
49 Has the soil management in non-irrigated land by this 
household increased, remained same or decreased? Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
51 
  Decrease 3  
50 Why and how has soil management in non-irrigated 
land increased/ decreased, give some examples?  
  
51 Has the access to water increased, remained same or 
decreased in your community? Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
53 
  Decrease 3  
52 Why and how has access to water increased/decreased 




53 Has the practice to wash hand increased, remained 
same or decreased in your community? Increase  1 
 
  



















54 Why and how has the practice to wash hand increased/ 






55 Has the initiatives to protect and better manage the 
water points increased, remained same or decreased in 
your community? Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
57 
  Decrease 3  
56 Why and how has the initiatives to protect and better 
manage the water points increased/decreased, give 
some examples?  
  
  
57 Has your household’s involvement in the 
commercialized livestock activities increased, 
remained same or decreased? Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
59 
  Decrease 3  
58 Why and how has your household’s involvement in the 
commercialized livestock activities 
increased/decreased, give some examples?  
  
59 Has your understanding on relative importance of 
livestock for food or income when compared to the 
relative importance of all plant crops for this household 
increased, remained same or decreased? Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
61 
  Decrease 3  
60 Why and how has the understanding on relative 
importance of livestock for food or income when 
compared to the relative importance of all plant crops 


















61 Has your household’s involvement in livestock raising 
increased, remained same or decreased? Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
Q. No. 
63 
  Decrease 3  
62 Why and how has livestock raising 




63 Has the access to human food increased, remained 
same or decreased in your household? Increase  1 
 
  
Same as before  2] 
End the 
interview 
  Decrease 3  
64 Why and how has the access to human food 







Enumerator, Supervisors information and status of interview 
 Interview Date ( Date/Month/Year):    





  Interview dropped 2  
 Enumerator’s Name:    
 Enumerator’s Signature:    
 Supervisor’s Name:    
 Supervisor’s Signature:    





 Annex-B  
Endline survey schedule  
Training schedule 





Welcome and Opening  
 Self-Introduction by all participants  
 Objective of the training course,  
 Methods to be applied (tools) 
 Sharing their expectations 
Divakar Duwal   
Sanoj Tulachan 
Basic Climate Change 
 What is climate Change -mitigation and 
adaptation 
 Key response measures to deal with climate 
change i.e. mitigation and adaptation 
 Resilience – what / how / interventions 
Divakar Duwal 
Lunch Break 
Afternoon Interview skills in Household survey  
 Research ethics  
 Basics interview skills  
 Data quality and collection 
 Roles and responsibilities of Facilitator, 
supervisor and enumerators during the 
survey 
 Challenges during field work  
Sanoj Tulachan 
Hands-on questionnaires  
 Breakout groups,  




Meghana Dhunagna  
 Concluding Session 
Preparation for data collection / field visit  




Data collection schedule: 
23rd April 2015 : By using the lottery method sample HH were selected from the 
same HH list used in baseline survey. 
24- 25th Apr 2015 : Data collection was completed in Jugada 
1-2nd May 2015 : Data collection was completed in Attichaur 
3- 4th May 2015 : Two separate data collection teams was formed. Data collection 





Focus group discussion report 
 
The focus group discussion was conducted at Nuwakot and Pinalake of Jugada VDC and Martadi on 24th 
April’15 and on 27th April’15 respectively.  
Participant Demographics: 
Location No. of Participants Total No. of Participants 
   Male   Female 
Nuwakot      9       8 17 
Pinalake      3      13 16 
Martadi      5       1 6 
 
Focus Group Discussion Tool (Questions): 
Sl.No Questions Locations 
 Cash Crop Production Nuwakot Pinalake Martadi 
1 Are there opportunities to 
raise cash crops here? If so, 
what cash crops have the 
most promise in your 
opinion, and why?   















2 What are the market 
opportunities for cash 
crops? Have these 
opportunities changed over 









3 What needs to happen to 
enlarge these market 
opportunities? Consider all 
aspects of production, 
trade, and consumption.      
 
Market expansion 
but not able to 
support that market, 
near accessible 












 Goat Production    
4 Describe the marketing 
system for goats in Bajura 
district – if relevant – 
beyond to cover the 
western region of Nepal and 
elsewhere. Consider the 
places where animals are 
typically procured as well 
as the terminal market 
locations. How does the 
volume of trade change by 
season and year? 
More access, 
vendors are from 
Martadi Festive 
season like new year 
 More access at 
Festive season 
like new year 
5 Describe market prices 
along the marketing chain. 





6 Are goat markets 
contracting, expanding or 
steady? Explain 
Goat demand has 











7 Describe how goats are 
moved along with market 
chain – are they walked or 
transported by vehicle? 
What are the road 
conditions and 
transportation costs? 
Walked - No extra 
expenses  





8 What other cost are 
incurred by traders? 
Consider costs of holding 
grounds, herd losses etc. 




9 What factors would most 
affect goat markets? Do you 
expect markets to change in 






10 What are the most 
important constraints that 
limit goat marketing? What 
interventions might 












Names of endline survey enumerators 
 
S.N Name Address Position 
1 Manju Bista Badimalika Municipality#12 Enumerator 
 
2 Sarada Rokaya Dahakot#7 Enumerator 
 
3 Sanjita Singh Manakot#2 Enumerator 
 
4 Bisna Karki Badimalika Municipality # 2 Enumerator 
 
5 Bikaram Guyal Badimalika Municipality # 3 Enumerator 
 
6 Chandra Bdr Rokaya Badimalika Municipality # 1 Enumerator 
 
7 Man Bdr Rawal Badimalika Municipality # 10 Enumerator 
 
8 Jay Bdr SIngh Kalukheti#6, Bajhang Enumerator 
 
9 Deepak Dhami Dahakot#6 Supervisor 
 
10 Karna Rawal Badimalika Municipality # 10 Supervisor 
 
11 Man Bdr Rokaya Manakot#2 Supervisor 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
